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Decision re: Stephen J. Hayden; by Paul G. Dembling (for Blner
B, Stzats, Comptroller General).

Issue Area: Personnel lManagement and Compensation: Compensatiou
(305) .

Contact: Office of the General Counsel: Civilien Persosanel,

Budget Function: Generzl Governeent: Central Persornel
Management (805).

Anthority: 6 FAM 131, 3-2a.

The claimant requested reconsideration of a Adacision
disallowing his claim for additional reimbursement representing
the difference between the constructive cost of commercial
railroad trave) claimed and the constructivz cost of air travel
paid. Reconsideration is not possible where the decision
recipient merely indicates general disagreement with the result
reached in a decision as opposed to alleging or proving a
material mistake of law or of fact. (Authox/SC)
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- FILE: B-183215 DATE: July 1%, 1977
~NJ MATTER OF: Stephen J, Hayden - Travel allowance ircident to
o travel for home leave and transfer of station -
Reconsideration

DIGEST: This Office will reconsider its decision
if materia) mistake of law or of fact isa
alleged o: proven, Reconsideretion is
not possible, however, where decision
recipient merely indicates general Jdis-
agreenent with the result reached in a
decisien,

[ ]

This decision 1s in response to a request for zeconsideratioa
of our decision B-183215, May 5, 1975, which sustained the dis-
allowance of our Transportation and Claims Division of Mr, Stephen 7,
Hayden's cipim for adiitional reimbursement representing the differ-
ence between the constructive cost of commorcial railroad claimed
and tha constructive cost of air travel paid incident to change of
station and authorized home leave, The facts in this case were
fully stated in our decision of May 5, 1975, and need not be
Tepeatal except as perfinent to the present discussion of the case,
In asking for reconsideration of our May 5, 1975 decision,

Mr., Hayden states that the disallowance rests on an impropér defini-
tion given to the word "private' in applying the appl‘cable regula-
tivas to his use of a rental car,

Mr. Hayden challenges the distinction attributed to our deci-
sion tetween a rental car and passage on a commercial airline, and
he seeks "a more understandable basis for the cleisification of car
rﬂntel firms in the sane genre as orivatn nr personal cars while

: exempting airlines ani railroads £rom Lhe same category.” Whether
. airlines and railroada ar2 considered "private" within the contem-
plation of the applicab’e regulations is not determinative of the
question at issue and therefore was not dealt with in our prior

decision,

The operative fact from which the disallowance must result
is that Mr. Havden chose an indirect travel route to return to
- Ststeline, Nevsda,‘for ‘tome leave, Mr, Hayden proceeded under
travel orders authorizing travel from Ouagadougou to Ithaca,
New York, with home leave at Stateline to be governed by 6 FAH
100. Use of privately-owned vehicle was not authorized on the
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travel authorization, When Mr, Hayden returned his rentsl car
in San Francisco, California, the odometerx 1reading had increased

by 5,501 miles, The distance ‘rom New York City to Stateline {s
approximately 2,730 m!les,

The applicable restriction in tha regulations in effect at
the time the trave) was performed regarding the use of surface
transportation for indirect travel, such as performed by
Mr, Hayden, is founrd at € FAM .31,3-2a which provided, in part,
that:

"Reimbursement for rosts inc urred on that
portion of the journey which is traveled
by indirect route is limited to the total
cost of per diem, incidental expenses,
and trannportation by less than fir.t-
class air acrommodations (regardlesa of
mode of travel) used in indirect tvavel

* % * yhich would have been Incuirred by
travelir~ on a usually trav#led rnate,"

Thus, under the' abovequoted regulation when an gnployee
elects to travel by an indirect route, reimbursement for travel
expenses vwill be Jimited to the cost of less than first class
air travel by a usually traveled route,

Upon téviewﬁwe £ind no basis that would warrant cnanging the
conclusion reached in our decision B-183215 of May 5, 1975.
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For the Comptro!ler General
of the I'nited Stutes £:?,






